U.S. Application No. 10/685,705 

Remarks/Arguments 

Claims 1-28, 39 and 40 are pending in the subject application. Claims 1, 1 1, 22, 39 and 
40 have been amended to more specifically define the mouse mutation as a knockout mutation. 
This amendment is supported by the original claims. Claim 22 was also amended to provide the 
phenotype of the mouse, as disclosed in the specification at page 20, where it is taught that dual 
knockout mice are useful for screening candidate drugs for the effect of various symptoms listed 
symptoms of AMD. Accordingly, no new matter is added by this amendment to the claim. 

The specification has been amended to incorporate a paragraph regarding the color 
photographs. No new matter has been introduced. Entry of this amendment is respectfully 
requested. 

I. Objection to the Drawings 

Applicant has made a good faith effort to address any issues concerning the drawings that 
may exist, but respectfully submits that there appears to be considerable confusion concerning 
the drawings. In the outstanding Office Action the Examiner objected to the "black and white 
formal drawings," however, Applicant has previously filed color formal drawings. Thus, it is not 
clear what the Examiner is relying on and what the basis for the objections is. Thus, Applicants 
are providing a second set of formal drawings (in color), but which have been amended to 
provide proper headings for each of the subparts of the six drawings. It is respectfully submitted 
that he substitute drawings satisfy the requirements under 37 C.F.R. § 1.83. 

II. Rejection of Claims 1-21 and 23-28 Under 35 U.S.C. § 112, First Paragraph 

Claims 1-21 and 23-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, first paragraph because the 
specification allegedly does not enable the full scope of the claims. The Examiner asserts that 
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the phenotype and genotype of the mice are not provided and therefore, the scope of the claims is 
broader than the disclosure. 

This rejection is respectfully traversed as follows. 

As a first matter, it is respectfully pointed out that amendments to the claims made by 
amendment filed April 12, 2007, added the phenotype of the mice to claims 1 and 11. That 
amendment also added claims 39 and 40 to the application. However, the Office Action of 
October 18, 2007, does not acknowledge those amendments. 

Applicant respectfully requests that the amendments presented herein be entered, since 
the previous amendments, which address many of the same issues raised by the Examiner, were 
not previously considered and the current amendments address those same issues. It is also 
respectfully submitted that the amendments to the claims place the claims in condition for 
allowance. 

The claims have been amended herein to clarify that the mutant mice are knockout mice 
that exhibit at least one of several phenotypes that may be monitored for use in the claimed 
methods. Further, claim 22, which is directed to dual knockout mice has been amended to recite 
the phenotype of the mice. As such, the claims are enabled by the specification. 

The Examiner asserts that the specification does not teach how to use the dual knockout 
mice because the specification allegedly fails to teach the phenotype of these mice. However, 
the specification teaches how to make the dual knockout mice on page 20 and immediately 
following the passage concerning how to make the mouse, the specification discloses that the 
dual knockout mice, as well as the ccl2 or Ccr2 knockout mice, may be used to screen candidate 
drugs to determine the effect on drusen accumulation, lipofuscin accumulation, Bruch's 
membrane, retinal degeneration, and choroidal neovascularization, which are disclosed 
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throughout he specification as included in the useful phenotype of Ccl2 and Ccr 2 knockout 
mice; Thus, when read in light of the complete disclosure, it is apparent that the phenotype of 
the dual knockout mice is the same as that of the single knockout mice. 

It is respectfully submitted that the specification provides an enabling disclosure for the 
full scope of the claims as amended herein and in the previous response to Office Action. 
Accordingly, the rejection of claims 1-21 and 23-28 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, first paragraph, is 
respectfully traversed. 

III. Rejection of Claim 22 Under 35 U.S.C. § 112, First Paragraph 

Claim 22 is rejected as under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, first paragraph, because the specification 
allegedly does not provide an enabling disclosure of the claim. In particular, the Examiner 
asserts that the phenotype of the claimed dual knockout mouse is not set forth in the claim and 
the examiner queries whether such a mouse would be viable. 

This rejection is respectfully traversed as follows. 

Claim 22 has been amended to provide the phenotype of the dual knockout mouse as 
described in the specification. Thus, the genotype and useful phenotype are provided in the 
claim. As such, the claim, as amended above, is enabled by the specification. 
Accordingly, the rejection of claim 22 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, first paragraph is respectfully 
traversed. 

It is respectfully submitted that the application, as amended above, is in condition for 
allowance, an early notification thereof being earnestly solicited. 
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To the extent necessary, a petition for an extension of time under 37 C.F.R. § 1.136 is 
hereby made. Please charge any shortage in fees in connection with the filing of this paper, 
including extension of time fees, to Deposit Account 500417 and please credit any excess fees to 
such deposit account. 



Respectfully submitted, 
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